A key is offered to the wood of 35 out of 38 Inga species known from Suriname and the other Guianas. The wood structure indicates that the sections Leptinga, Diadema, Bourgonia and Euinga sensu Bentham are taxonomically sound. Section Pseudinga is unnatural and should be subdivided.
INTRODUCTION
Another goal was to see if wood anatomy could give a contribution to the taxonomy of this large genus.
MATERIAL AND METHODS
Material came chiefly from Suriname and the other Guianas, i.e. 35 species out of the 38 species known by now in this area, completed with the following species not found in the Guianas: I. cyclocarpa, cylindrica, lentiscifolia, quaternata.
sessilis, striata, tenuistipula, uraguensis, velutina, virescens, yacoana.
The wood
Inga Scop, is a large genus, new species of which are still being described; by now over 400 names have been published (Elias 1967) . In my opinion, however, this number may be reduced by fifty percent in a complete monograph.
The main area of the genus is in the tropics and subtropics of the New World, the Amazon basin being the centre of speciation (Ducke 1949) . All species are well developed trees and prefer a humid habitat. On the whole the genus is well defined by its once-pinnate leaves, unusual in the Mimosaceae, but still there is a considerable amount of variation. The flowers vary in size from a few millimeters to 10 cm. Shape, size, and structure of the valves (fleshy or thin and dry) of the legume show much variation, as well as the outline, number, and size of the leaflets and the indument of flowers, fruits, and leaves.
Inga species are abundant in some parts of Suriname, and as determination of sterile herbarium material of Inga collected for vegetation research is very difficult, we investigated if wood anatomy could possibly give a solution to this problem. Therefore the investigation already started by Dr Rays: nearly always homocellular, composed of procumbent cells, sometimes with a row of nearly square cells at the margin.
The rays may be either uniseriate or mostly uniseriate and partly multiseriate, or multiseriate (i.e. 2-3 cells wide, or exceptionally 4 cells wide). In some species these different kinds of rays occur together, in others only two of the three kinds are found. The ratio of the three kinds of rays can be used for differentiating between the species. There are four different combinations, viz. The height of the rays fluctuates and is more or less specific, but infraspecific variation is sometimes rather large. Their mean height is in general extremely low Ray-vessel pits are like the intervascular pits. The number of rays per mm varies from 4 to 10, exceptionally more than 10 per mm.
Parenchyma: always paratracheal ; in a few species apotracheal parenchyma is also present as islands amongst the fibres, as is the case in I. disticha, gracilifolia, ingoides, jenmanii, leiocalycina, leptingoides. The paratracheal parenchyma always forms a complete, more or less aliform sheath around the vessel, in many species only 1 or 2 cells broad on the adand/or abaxial side, also often locally confluent and at the growth boundaries often much drawn out.
The author's impression, not yet confirmed by quantitative data, is that parenchyma in wood with a smaller diameter (for instance 3 or 4 cm instead of 10 cm or more) has a tendency to be more aliform and aliform confluent.
Parenchyma strands consist as a rule of 2-4 cells, in some species a few strands of 6 and more cells occur. 
Anatomy
Within the genus there is rather much variation in the anatomy of the wood.
One should, however, keep in mind that in wood diversities on the species level as a rule are slight or non-existent, so "much variation" should be understood in this sense. Also one should always keep one's mind open to the possibility that existing differences between species may be caused by ecological factors as well as by real genetic differences.
As more species and more samples of the same species were studied, it became clear that only one feature occurred so consistently that it could be regarded as reliable and specific. The quantity and the distribution pattern of the parenchyma may be very variable, even in the same wood sample; consequently this characteristic, though easy to see, could hardly ever be used. Differences in structure of growth ring boundaries have not been used as specific characters; far more samples would have been required to permit doing this with any certainty. Characters like wall thickness of the fibres and the simultaneous presence of thin walled and thick walled fibres have been used, with allowances for natural variation.
It appeared, however, that the character of the ray combination as described on page 4 could be used for identifying the species. This feature was described and used by Reinders-Gouwentak & Rijsdijk (1955) , in connection with the characterization of the leguminous taxa. To a lesser extent Cozzo (1951) also made use of it. Reinders-Gouwentak and Rijsdijk stated in their paper that in the Mimosaceae only ray combinations II or III are found. This does not apply 202 T. BARETTA-KUIPERS to Inga, as there are many species with a ray combination I or IV; the majority of the species, however, has combination II or III. Subsequently Reinders-Gouwentak found some difference between the character "ray combination"
in the pith of the wood and in the outer wood. This difference is only gradual;
wood of a certain species may have combination I near the pith and combina-tionII in the wood on the outer side, according to data of Reinders-Gouwentak & Rijsdijk (1968) . As I used only wood from the exterior of the trunk, and, moreover, allowed a margin for normal variation, which I also found in a few species, I think the character of the ray combination may be used with reasonable certainty. For example, the variation in samples of different size is illustrated by I. edulis Uw 14536, a sample with a diameter of 4\ cm, showing in the same way predominantly multiseriate rays (combination IV) as the other 7 samples of this species, all with a much larger diameter. (Exact diameters cannot be given, as most samples were parts of large trunks).
Taxonomy
Bentham's (1874) "Revision of the suborder Mimoseae" is still the only work in which the genus is treated in its entirety. The revisions of Pettier (1916, 1929) and Le6n (1966) deal chiefly with the Central American species. Likewise, Britton & Killip's (1936) and Schery's (1950) Ducke (1949) and Schery (1950) .
Bentham separated the two sections by means of the character: flowers distinctly pedicellate (Leptinga ) vs. flowers sessile or extremely short-pedicellate (Diadema). Leon, however, stated that there is a gradual rather than a fundamental difference between pedicellate and sessile single flowers.
Ducke (1925, 1949) sessilis, and uraguensis, is reasonably uniform. The ray combination is IV, once in a while combination III is seen, also multiseriate rays predominate.
CONCLUSIONS
The possibility of identifying wood samples not accompanied by herbarium material is rather restricted, as appears from the key to the wood. In the presence of herbarium material, even if sterile, the possibilities are much better. The structure of the wood of the species of Inga studied support Bentham's division of the genus into 4 sections. The difference in structure of the wood of the sections Leptinga and Diadema indicate that these sections have a real basis and the author is in favour of keeping them separate. The section Bourgonia is clearly the most natural one, as the structure of the wood also indicates. The section Pseudinga is heterogeneous and should probably be divided into several 204 T. BARETTA-KUIPHRS parts. Section Euinga, nowadays section Inga, series Inga, on the other hand, seems to be a natural one.
